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This is a criminal case for Falsification by Private Individua 
Use of Falsified Document under Article 172 in re 
vf the Revised Penal Code against Accused Jose Manipis Jr. (- Accus d 
Jose’); Accused Leonil Manipis (“Accused Leonit), 
Roxine Tilmouth a.k.a Roxi; 


lation to Article 


and A 
ine Manipis (“Accused Roxine") 


The Information dated July 1 


6, 2014 filed by 
tor states as follows: 





“the undersigned accuses JOSE MANIPIS JR, 1 

AD , LEONIL 
MANIPIS and ROXIN TILMOUTH a.k.a. ROXINE 
MANIPES of the crime 


of Fal. 





Individual and Use of Falsified Do, 
In relation to Art. 171, Re 


Committed as follow: 


vised Penal c 





That someti 


ime in December 2 
Barili, Province of Cebu, i 
qiitdiction ot this Hono, 





a private individual 
re at ually helping with 
(intent to gain and to defraud a 
did then and the lifull 
feloniously FALSIFY and tamper the 
Value of the TAX DECLARATIC 
NO. 35 0012 07356 in the amount 
‘the amount of P3,260.00 which is the 
d value of the land as found in the 


by her Attorneys-In-Fact 
pis, in Civil Case No. CEB-BA 


of Accused Leonil which 
2013. As regards Accused 
she was not arranged because 
did not acquire jurisdiction 

n heard, and tried by 


to Accused Jose. 


would show that two 
by Private Individual 


= When two or 
complaint or 


B5 of fact and 





presented the sole testimony of 
Sabello who mainly testified that the 
they filed a civil case against her and 
Branch 60, Barili, Cebu, which 

No. CEB BAR-712. In the Complaint 
sed attached as Annex “G” a Tax 
(7356, which was falsified by 
pertaining to the assessed 

as by typing or causing to be 

#3", so as to make it appear 
“23,260.00”, instead of just 

and in confederation 


Verification in such 
nplion that the holder of a 


‘claimed against the 


attorney's fees, plus 
00 for every court 


h was admitted as 





red thereby is 


the property 
at "mer THOUSAND TWO 


Attorney executed by Roxine 
ine Manipis, in favor of Jose | 
d Leoni] Manipis, attached as | 
‘Complaint in Civil Case No. | 
| 


SF Roxine Tiimouih | 


“The Tax Declaration 
"* Mte the Office of 


35 0012 EC 
assessed value of 


Manipis Tr: 
s M Formal Offer of 


is ofthe tion 


said Com; 
However, pe est/ Opposition 
a After verification, he 





n the Complaint that was filed before the 
60, Barili, Cebu. 
offered, which was admitted as 
d/or documentary evidence: 


"Complaint that Accused Jose | 
john Ungab 


‘said Complaint 


the crime of Falsification 

Falsified Document under 

171 of the Revised Penal Code, 
d above; and 


000.00 for every court 


dual who shall commit any of 


ted in the next preceding 
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sly introduce in evidence in. 
mage of another or who, 

e, shall use any of the 

, ing article, or 

‘this article, shall be 





d the elements 
nt by a Private Individual 


or insertion on 2 


d Penal Code; 


document as 


a done in such a 
error as to its authenticity, constitutes the 





that the falsification shall have 
document. 


‘Court ruled that the possessor 
thereby is presumed to be 


mber 4, 2000], 400 PHIL 752.742 
iry 8, 2009], 596 PHIL 1-14 
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Revised Rules on Evidence specifies the 
criminal cases, viz 


In a criminal 
d to an acquittal, unless his guilt 


d reasonable doubt, Proof beyond 
mean such a degree of proof, 
or, produces absolute certainty 
quired, or that degree of proof 


the Supreme Court explained 
must discharge the burden 
‘on the weakness of the defense. 


has the onus probandi 


— must 
arged by the prosecution 
nce, not on the weakness. 
tantial evidence that 

N 


4 used, a private individual, of 
0:35 0012 07356, which the 
a | public. ‘document. Moreover, the 
the alteration, change, intercalation, or 
therein pertaining to the assessed 
thereby, as by typing or causing to be 
the figure “3”, so as to make it appear 
ite Property is “23,260.00”, instead of just 

es the meaning of such Tax Declaration 


18, 2015], 756 PHIL 202-229. 
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dn NM km 





‘of the Accused untenable 


= 
indubitably, the Accused private individual. The subject of 
: eh an No 35 0012 07356 is a public 
nt res already cancelled, updated, and/or 
t adediyeieih ition does not change its nature as a public 
ec, Krems tobe public document which is 
y of the government. 













Declaration No. 35 0012 
DER lished by the Prosecution 
ertified true copies thereof issued by the Municipal 
Peon ine roni Eoo 
red as Exhibits B and C, respectively, for the 

ct that the said government offices issued such 
‘show that Tax Declaration No. 35 0012 07356 is a 


that the Tax Declaration No. 35 0012 07356 
in the Complaint in Civil Case No. CEB BAR- 
Regional Trial Court, Branch 60, Barili, Cebu, 
immaterial. As discussed above, the falsification 
an official form. 


9 convinced that the alteration, change 
o uico qumerical entry of the assesse d value 
changes its meaning. Such change is 

i sm s ange is 
it affects the jurisdiction of the courts over 
Gom cited above, the element of 

offender asa result of the falsification 





82009], 596 PHL 1.14 
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representatives of the PETITIONER in 
we have caused the preparation 

upon the instance of the 

)NEI ithe contents of which I have aused to 
idem its contents and hereby affirm to 
ct to the best of my personal 


d Verification shows that there 
tted or confessed that he was 


far-fetched. The attestation. of 
and its attachments, to be 

obe true and correct to the best 
documents does not 

Lon the Tax Declaration No. 


could be committed 


of the private 
Inot know when, 





IQ: 50 you did not know on when actually this i 
was made: 
A: No it took a long tim 


"t have any idea about that” 


“that If indeed it was Accused Jose who 
‘benefit obtained from him i» only 
ition argued that the alteration, 


on in the numerical entry of the 
on No. 35 0012 07356 was for the 


) the Regional Trial Court, Branch 
te how does such 


jon then fails to 
that the holder 


copy of the 





d, without his knowledge and c 
3 ge and conse 
filed before the Regional Trial Court, Brar 


Jose untenable 


the Complaint and its 
Contents, and affirm to be true 
knowledge and based on 

he Tax Declaration 

in the copy of the 

|, and verified, then 
Complaint that 

Cebu. 


paragraph 15 of the 
1 file", given 
states that the 





E 
* Althou; 
E ee in evidence, affidavits 
Rise arty | received with caution. This is bec 
uber is not afforded any opportunity to test therr 
‘affidavits themselves, generalized and pr 
cannot constitute relevant evidence which a 


> forma 


Ee Further, the Court notes that Accused Jose's the 

v e ry that the Tax 
che ration bearing No 3 0017 7f aed, c tached in the copy of 
plaint which he affirmed, confirmed, and verified 


was only raised for the first y his Judicial Affidavit and during 
"ital defense during the 


itor. This fact only 





pne complainant Agnes Sabello also 

e payment of Php 50,000.00, by way of attorney 
expenses at the rate of Php 5,000.00 for € 
of counsel. 


is the exception 
1 remium 
should be placed on the right to litigate. t of 
are awarded only in the instances specified in Article 2208 of 
the Civil Code. In Philippine National Construction Operation v. Apac 
Marketing Corporation? the Supreme Court explained this doctrine 3 





“there was alteration, change 
entry f Mw assessed var 


|a the certified tr 
f. Ronda, Cebu. and the 


d Jose who commi 


the Prosecution 
mulis by him, which 
CHU BAR-712. The 


Jn comepiracy and 
Rosine, who are 





IE iint Civ Cmo No 
Manded over to him by | 


=) 
pis Tre alleged | 
A which reade: | 

"is more Iam 


Besiri, enl entere | 
4403; Page No. 81; 


the sole testimony of Accused Jw wh 
he | he signed in the Verification of the 
No. CES BARI, the version ot U 


i 
TN evidenced by the copy of the Complain. 
coSed was given to ` h 

; gl The Tax Deco 
Bizi Ore ws oniy tater oer cn 


metn 










Art 2208 In the absence of stipulation, attorney s fees and 
expenses of litigation, other than judicial costs, canno 
recovered, except: 






M ccawarded: 
recor en we 
compelled the plaintiff to litigate with third persons 
or to incur expenses to Ja mion pint 
(3) In criminal cases of 

Ihe plaintiff; unfounded 
tepals aniy a civil. action or 
1 eadein gs and evident 
bad faith in refusing to satisfy the 1 

valid, just and demandable 

(6) In actions for 

(7) In actions; 

helpers, 







d of Teasonable di 
t Indi idual under Article 172 
l Code; 





loubt, of the 














b) GUILTY, beyond reasonable doubt, of the crime of Use of 
Falsified Document under Article 172 in relation to Article 171 
of the Revised Penal Code and is sentenced to an 
indeterminate sentence of arresto menor in its maximum 
period or thirty (30) days as the minimum term to arresto 
mayor in its maximum period or six (6) months as the 
maximum term. 


The claims of private complainant Agnes Sabello for payment of 
attorney's fees and expenses of litigation are DENIED. 


SO ORDERED. 
this 7^ day of January 2022 in the 
Philippines. 


ALB CRITA 
Presiding Jud, 


